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Abstract
DANIEL RAMSEY: Hate Crimes: A Statistical Comparison of Reported Hate
Crimes and Victimizations during the Obama and Trump Administrations
(Under the direction of Jody Holland)

This thesis attempts to study and assess potential trends in reported hate
crime statistics under the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime
Reporting (UCR) program database along with hate crime victimizations under
the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
during President Obama’s first term (2009-2012) and President Trump’s term
(2017-2020). The research question addressed in this study includes: a) What
trends are evident during the Obama and Trump administrations regarding hate
crimes? To assess potential trends in hate crimes and victimizations, a series of
charts and tables were compiled that contain the total number of hate crimes and
victimizations during each administration, which is then further broken down into
specific crime motivations such as racial, ethnic, or religious-affiliation. The
research found that hate crimes during the Obama administration steadily
declined, while the hate crimes during the Trump administration steadily
increased. Furthermore, this study compares these results with policy actions and
rhetoric used by both President Obama and President Trump that could have had
an impact on the rate hate crimes were committed throughout the nation.
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Chapter I
Introduction

Hate-motivated crimes in the United States have a long history that dates back to
the formation of the United States, even though hate crime laws have only existed for the
past 50 years. These crimes were not recognized in the United States court system though
due to dominant legal values that failed to recognize the rights and privileges of
racial/ethnic minorities. Examples of hate-motivated crimes include “the persecution of
Native Americans, the enslavement of Black people, the Chinese Exclusion Act, the
lynching of African Americans, and other terror sown by the Ku Klux Klan” (Shattuck &
Risse, 2021, p. 3). However, at the time, these crimes were deemed acceptable by society
as a whole.
The United States began to transition away from these standards immediately
after the Civil War. During the post-Civil War period, the United States Congress began
to lay out the foundation of the American civil-rights model by ratifying the Thirteenth
Amendment in 1865, the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868, and the Fifteenth Amendment
in 1870. These amendments aimed to abolish slavery, grant citizenship to every person
born or nationalized in the United States, and “[extend] voting rights to citizens who were
previously denied this right because of their race, colour or status as slaves” respectively
(Naidoo, 2016, p. 55). Soon after, the United States Congress faced a reluctance of statelevel authorities enforcing these amendments and prosecuting hate-motivated crimes that

Whites were committing against the Black population. This resulted in the creation of the
Civil Rights Act of 1866 which stated:
All persons born in the United States and not subject to any foreign power,
excluding Indians not taxed, are hereby declared to be citizens of the United
States; and such citizens, of every race and colour, without regard to any previous
condition of slavery or involuntary servitude, except as punishment for crime
whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall have the same right in
every State and Territory in the United States, to make and enforce contracts, to
sue, be parties, and give evidence, to inherit, purchase, lease, sell, hold, and
convey real and personal property, and to full and equal benefit of all laws and
proceedings for the security of persons and property, as is enjoyed by white
citizens, and shall be subject to like punishment, pains, and penalties, and to none
other, any law, statute, ordinance, regulation, or custom, to the contrary
notwithstanding. (Naidoo, 2016, pp. 55-56).
Soon afterward, American Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1871 and the Ku Klux
Klan Act of 1871, which allowed the federal government to prosecute individuals who
“conspired to deprive others of their civil rights or to prosecute government agents who
deprived persons of their rights” and “expanded the federal government’s power to
intervene where states failed to protect the constitutional rights of its citizens”
respectively (Naidoo, 2016, p. 57). This resulted in a major shift of the United States
Criminal Justice System to actually prosecute any racially motivated crimes committed in
American society. However, hate crimes were not formally recognized at this time as a
specific category of crime.
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After the end of World War II, hate crimes started to become more recognized as
bigotry based on ethnicity, race, and gender became increasingly condemned by
American society. Connecticut was the first state to pass a statute aimed to “[address] the
problem of ‘racially-motivated assaults’” (Naidoo, 2016, p. 58).1 However, significant
federal laws were not passed until the Civil Rights Movement in the 1960s. What can be
considered as the precursor of modern hate-crime legislation, the Civil Rights Act of
1968 was aimed to prohibit any interference of an individual’s “federally-protected rights
in cases of violence or threats of violence because of a person’s race, colour, religion or
national origin (Naidoo, 2016, p. 60). After this, Congress continued to pass substantial
policy that fully developed the modern-day term “hate crime.”

Defining Hate Crimes
Modern “hate crimes” at the federal level are defined as “a crime motivated by
bias against race, color, religion, national origin, sexual orientation, gender, gender
identity, or disability” (Learn About Hate Crime, n.d.). In this context, a crime includes
violent crimes like “assault, murder, arson, vandalism, or threats to commit such crimes,”
but also covers “conspiring or asking another person to commit such crimes, even if the
crime was never carried out” (Learn About Hate Crimes, n.d.). As such, this is different
from a “bias or hate incident” which is defined as “acts of prejudice that are not crimes
and do not involve violence, threats, or property damage (Learn About Hate Crimes,

1

Under the Connecticut General Statute of 1949, racially-motivated assaults were defined as any
“ridiculing of an based on race, colour, or creed” (Naidoo, 2016). The intent of this legislation was to
counter acts of bigotry that were occurring after World War II. This was one of the first hate crime statutes
passed at this time and was a predecessor to more substantial federal hate crime policy such as the Supreme
Court Decision in Brown v Board of Education of Topeka (Naidoo, 2016).
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n.d.). Bias or hate incidents cannot be prosecuted because no crime was committed and
the act of expressing false stereotypes is protected by the First Amendment of the U.S.
Constitution. Therefore, acts of prejudice are legal as long as a crime is not carried out
against the individual.
Table 1: Hate Crimes Defined
Hate Crime Definition:

A crime motivated by bias.

Bias or Hate Incident
Definition:

Acts of prejudice that are not crimes and do not involve violence,
threats, or property damage.

Bias Categories:

Race, disability, sexual orientation, disability, gender,
ethnicity/national origin, religion, color, or gender identity

Federal Statutes
Currently, there are 5 federal hate crime laws to combat hate-motivated crimes.
They are the following: the Matthew Shepard and James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crimes
Prevention Act of 2009; Criminal Interference with Right to Fair Housing; Damage to
Religious Property, Church Arson Prevention Act; Violent Interference with Federally
Protected Rights; and Conspiracy Against Rights. The Shepard Byrd Act was passed on
October 22, 2009, and signed into law by President Barack Obama on October 28, 2009.
The aim of the Shepard Byrd Act was to allow federal criminal prosecution of hate
crimes relating to the victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity. This was the first
federal hate crime law to include a victim’s sexual orientation or gender identity as a
category of hate crime (Laws and Policies, 2021). The Criminal Interference with Right
to Fair Housing Act is a statute that makes it a crime “to use or threaten to use force to
interfere with housing rights because of the victim’s race, color, religion, sex, disability,
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familial status, or national origin” (Laws and Policies, 2021). The Damage to Religious
Property, Church Arson Prevention Act “prohibits the intentional defacement, damage, or
destruction of religious real property because of the religious nature of the property,
where the crime affects interstate or foreign commerce, or because of the race, color, or
ethnic characteristics of the people associated with the property” (Laws and Policies,
2021). The Violent Interference with Federally Protected Rights makes it a crime “to use
or threaten to use force to willfully interfere with a person’s participation in a federally
protected activity because of race, color, religion, or national origin” (Laws and Policies,
2021). The final federal statute is Conspiracy Against Rights. This makes it “unlawful for
two or more persons to conspire to injure, threaten, or intimidate a person in any state,
territory, or district in the free exercise or enjoyment of any right or privilege secured to
the individual by the U.S. Constitution or the laws of the U.S.” (Laws and Policies,
2021). These federal statutes cover a broad range of activities that could be classified as
hate crimes on the federal level.

State Statutes
On the state level, there is a wide disparity of protections that vary state by state.
This has resulted in unequal protection for similar hate crimes committed in different
jurisdictions and a struggle to collect accurate national data on hate crimes. North
Dakota, Arkansas, South Carolina, Indiana, and Wyoming do not even have hate crime
laws in place (State Hate Crimes Statutes, 2019). For example, Arkansas’ only statute is
Code § 5-71-215(B)(1)(B) “Defacing Objects of Public Respect” which charges an
individual with a felony for “defiling, desecrating, marring, or otherwise damaging any
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place of worship, cemetery, or burial monument” (State Hate Crimes Statutes, 2019). On
the other hand, California has five hate crime statutes in place to combat hate crimes. The
five statutes in place provide a comprehensive list of crimes that could be classified as
hate crimes including interfering with an individual’s rights and privileges, attempting to
prevent an individual from exercising their religion, hanging a noose or displaying a
symbol of Nazi Germany (State Hate Crimes Statutes, 2019). Therefore, the wide
disparity between each state’s statutes creates a barrier to creating an accurate national
database and effectively determining how many hate crimes occur each year.

The Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program
In the effort to create a reliable central database to help law enforcement officers
combat cases of hate crimes, Congress passed the Hate Crime Statistics Act on April 23,
1990. The Hate Crime Statistics Act required “the Attorney General to collect data ‘about
crimes that manifest evidence of prejudice based on race, religion, sexual orientation, or
ethnicity’” (About Hate Crime Statistics, n.d.). This responsibility was delegated down to
the Director of the FBI, who then assigned the task to the Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) Program. The FBI’s UCR program has evolved to become the national repository
for hate crimes that includes information submitted from state and local law enforcement.
The information provided by the UCR Program includes aggregated data of each hate
crime incident that includes “offense type, location, bias motivation, victim type, number
of individual victims, number of offenders, and the race of the offenders” (About Hate
Crime Statistics, n.d.).
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Problems with the UCR Program
While the Uniform Crime Reporting Program provides a central database to
compile reported hate crimes, there are several problems with how this data is collected.
The first being that the information collected is given through voluntary means and
submitted by individual law enforcement agencies, which creates an issue that the overall
number of hate crimes in the FBI database is underreported (Shattuck & Risse, 2021, p.
3). According to a study conducted by ProPublica in June 2017, “more than 120 federal
agencies are not submitting the information to the FBI” even though they are required to
under the 1988 Uniform Federal Crime Reporting Act (Shattuck & Risse, 2021). At the
state level, law enforcement agencies may determine an incident is a hate crime, but may
not charge the incident as so. In 2016, less than 30% of law enforcement agencies in
California submitted data pertaining to hate crimes, while “1% of agencies in Arkansas,
Pennsylvania, and New Mexico reported” (Margaret, 2018). Meanwhile, Hawaii has
never reported a hate crime to the FBI (Margaret, 2018). On top of this, the wide
disparity of state statutes has resulted in flawed data collection due to the discrepancy in
classifying hate crimes. Only 12 states hold laws that require law enforcement officers to
undergo training in identifying and investigating hate crimes. Thirty states have laws in
place that specify what a hate crime is and require data collection on them (Shattuck &
Risse, 2021, p. 12).
The purpose of this thesis is to analyze and determine if trends exist in hate
crimes committed during the first term of the Obama administration and the Trump
administration. Thus, this will be achieved through answering the following research
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question: What trends are evident during the Obama and Trump administrations
regarding hate crimes?

To answer the question I will analyze data collected by the Federal Bureau of
Investigation’s (FBI) Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, the Bureau of Justice
Statistics’ National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), the Anti-Defamation League
database, and data collected by Statista during the years 2009-2012 and 2017-2020. This
data will include information regarding the number of total hate crimes committed in the
United States during each year, type of offense committed, the location the offense
occurred, and the bias causing the offense to occur. This data will be collected for each
year and time series graphs will be constructed to show the change in numbers during
each of the administrations. Afterwards, these graphs will be assessed to determine any
trends during each administration. Then, once trends have been properly assessed within
each administration, the data between the two administrations will be compared to see if
there is any correlation to the hate crime data received during 2009-2012 and 2017-2020.
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Chapter II
Background

History of Hate Motivated Crimes
With the slavery of African Americans and persecution of other minorities, the
United States has a long history of oppression against minorities. However, before the
Civil War, many of these actions were perceived as a cultural norm. After the Civil War
and the constitutional reforms of Reconstruction, the United States, specifically the
South, exhibited the radicalization of white supremacist ideologies. This resulted in an
“upsurge of new forms of ritualized white supremacist violence, including the rise of the
Ku Klux Klan in the late 1860s and the post-1880s intensification of lynching”
(Aarsonson, 2014, pp. 61-62).
After the end of the Civil War, white supremacist organizations became
“increasingly organized and politically driven” that can best be epitomized by the
evolution of the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) (Aarsonson, 2014, p. 66). The KKK was founded
in May 1866 by six Confederate veterans in Pulaski Tennessee. Their following quickly
expanded throughout the region that consisted of returning Confederate soldiers and
others dissatisfied with the loss of the Confederacy. The activities of the KKK were
organized and executed primarily at the local level, but “common tactics and
idiosyncratic symbols that came to be associated with the movement” such as the
infamous white robes and hoods were utilized throughout the different local groups
16

(Aarsonson, 2014, p. 67). Also, common methods were utilized throughout the local
groups such as “looting and burning of the houses of black officeholders, confiscating the
firearms of black militia members, burning black church and schools, destroying the
crops of black landowners, and using torturous methods of maiming and killing blacks
accused of criminal offenses” (Aarson, 2014, p. 67). Through these measures, the Klan
committed a wide range of hate motivated crimes that went unchecked in the region.
Prior to the Civil War, lynching2 was not used primarily on African American
victims. Lynching’s originated in older English practices and became common in the
South during the Revolutionary War period. Between 1840 and 1860, 300 victims were
recorded lynched and less than 10 percent of those victims were African Americans. It
was used primarily at the time against white Americans who broke standards of proper
conduct such as “drunkenness, public indecency, and spousal abuse” (Aarsonson, 2014,
p. 62). However, the numbers of lynchings against African Americans rose dramatically
during the 1880s. Between 1882 and 1901, there were more than 100 reported lynchings
a year against African Americans (Aarsonson, 2014, p. 62). Furthermore, the culture
surrounding lynchings became more cultish as “photographic ‘images of mutilated black
bodies, some of them horribly burned and disfigured,’ which ‘were purchased as picture
postcards, and passed between friends and family like holiday mementoes, dutifully
delivered by the U.S. mail’” (Aarsonson, 2014, p. 62). Thus, lynching transitioned as a
method to deliver justice in the pre-Civil War South to a form of racial targeting to spread
fear amongst the African American citizens in the Southern United States.

2

Lynching is defined as “a form of violence in which a mob, under the pretext of administering justice
without trial, executes a presumed offender, often after inflicting torture and corporal mutilation” (Abbott,
n.d.). The method of execution used for lynchings is often public hanging.
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Along with lynching and the rise of white supremacist organizations, African
Americans and minorities were further persecuted through the adoption of Jim Crow laws
in the South and through segregation nationally. Jim Crow laws were enforced after the
end of the Civil War and lasted for roughly 100 years. Jim Crow laws “were strict local
and state laws that detailed when, where and how formerly enslaved people could work,
and for how much compensation” and were intended to prevent African Americans from
voting, holding a job, obtaining an education or pursuing any other opportunities (Jim
Crow Laws, 2021). If an African American citizen failed to comply with these laws, they
were forced to go through a legal system composed of former Confederate soldiers that
were working as both policemen and judges (Jim Crow Laws, 2021). As a result, African
Americans were often given longer prison sentences and placed in labor camps that held
conditions similar to enslavement.
Another measure implemented nationwide was segregation between white
Americans and minorities. The origins of segregation began in 1896 with the Supreme
Court ruling in Plessy v. Ferguson which stated segregation was constitutional as long as
it was “separate but equal” (Segregation in the United States, 2021). The intent behind
this ruling stems from the fundamental belief held at the time that minorities and white
Americans were unable to coexist with one another. Consequently, laws were passed
around the nation that required separation in a wide range of facets in American society:
housing, education, services, etc. (Segregation in the United States, 2021). In 1917, the
Supreme Court ruled through Buchanan v. Warley that segregation through zoning was
unconstitutional “because it interfered with property rights of owners” (Segregation in
the United States, 2021). However, in 1920, Secretary of Commerce Herbert Hoover

18

created a federal zoning committee that persuaded “local boards to pass rules preventing
lower-income families from moving into middle-income neighborhoods” (Segregation in
the United States, 2021). Through legal loopholes like the example above, segregation
remained prevalent and helped create a society that oppressed minorities living within the
United States.
During the Civil Rights Era and desegregation between the 1950s-1960s, hate
crimes against minorities especially African Americans rose in prominence. Most hate
crimes at the time were targeted against African American families trying to move into
predominantly white neighborhoods. What resulted from this was two forms of
discriminatory acts against minorities: white flight and move in violence. White flight
occurred largely in large cities at this time. This phenomenon can best be summarized as
“large numbers of middle- and upper-class white people [fleeing] neighborhoods in
search of new spaces that are predominately white” when minorities start to move into
predominantly white neighborhoods (Bell, 2007, pp. 49-50). However, not all white
Americans chose this tactic to combat racial integration of neighborhoods. Instead, some
white citizens stayed in their homes and saw their role in their neighborhood’s changing
racial dynamics as “[blocking] the penetration as if defending against a foreign enemy,
using any means at their disposal to deter the migration” (Bell, 2007, pp. 49-50). White
citizens then committed violent acts against any African Americans who attempted to
move into these neighborhoods, known as move in violence. Move in violence first began
in the 1920s but persisted through the 1960s. In some cases, these became large conflicts
like the housing riots in Chicago in 1919 or protests in Detroit in 1942. Specifically, the
conflict in Detroit started when city and federal officials “designated the Sojourner Truth
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housing project for Black war workers” (Bell, 2007, p. 51). White residents of the
Sojourner Truth housing project protested this notion, which then resulted in black
supporters and the original residents of the housing project to clash, leaving at least 40
injured and 220 arrested. Beyond large-scale organized disorder like the example above,
white residents used individualized threats to try to instill fear in African Americans who
tried to move into predominantly white neighborhoods (Bell, 2007, p. 51). These acts can
best be described as “thousands of small acts of terrorism” where newcomers “suffered
harassment in the form of broken windows, anonymous threats, fire bombings and other
types of vandalism designed to drive them out” (Bell, 2007, p. 51). Motivated by fear,
many white residents throughout the United States violently resisted integration of their
neighborhoods which can best characterize the actions taken against African Americans
and minorities throughout the Civil Rights Era and the actions taken to desegregate
America.
To address these actions taken against minorities in the United States, the Civil
Rights Act of 1968 was passed which “prohibits interference with a person’s federallyprotected rights in cases of violence or threats of violence because of a person’s race,
colour, religion or national origin” (Naidoo, 2016). With the federal prosecution of hate
crimes, hate crimes committed by society as a whole diminished. Instead, hate crimes
started to occur at an individual level or from far-right extremist groups. This trend
started in the 1980s-1990s as states and the federal government began to draft and adopt
hate crime statutes that expanded protections in place for minorities. The 1990s though
saw a large increase in the size of far-right extremist groups. One example took place on
March 1st, 2000 when five members of the Confederate Hammerskins were “convicted in
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Dallas of conspiring to violate the rights of blacks, Hispanics and Jews” (A Retrospective
of Hate Incidents and Groups in the 1900s, 2000). Afterwards, this group of 5 later
created the center of Hammerskin Nation which is “a Skinhead coalition, with thousands
of members in both the United States and abroad, that by the end of the decade will
become the most far-reaching, best organized and most dangerous Skinhead group
known” (A Retrospective of Hate Incidents and Groups in the 1900s, 2000). Since then,
extremist groups have continued to develop over time and become much more of a viable
threat against the United States’ national security.

Evolution of State and Federal Statutes
With the rise of radicalized white supremacist groups after the Civil War, the
United States needed to find a solution to combat crimes against newly freed African
Americans. With this came the Ku Klux Klan Act of 1871. This act “expanded the
federal government’s power to intervene where states failed to protect the constitutional
rights of its citizens” (Naidoo, 2016). As such, this act allowed federal authorities to
intervene “in an enumerated list of activities where there was a conspiracy to violate civil
rights” (Naidoo, 2016). An example of this would be if an individual were to threaten a
government official, intimidate witnesses and/or jurors in a federal trial. This was aimed
specifically at the Ku Klux Klan since these were prevalent tactics they used to suppress
newly freed African Americans. The other measure the United States Congress passed
was the Civil Rights Act of 1875 which ensured “equal treatment of all races in public
accommodation, facilities, transport and places of entertainment” (Naidoo, 2016). These
measures were some of the first federal statutes in place that recognized the rights of
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minorities in American society, however they failed to adequately address hate motivated
crimes committed against minorities.
The first true hate crime related statutes were passed during the Civil Rights Era.
Some scholars believe the origin of modern hate-crime laws in the United States can be
seen to be the Supreme Court’s decision in Brown vs. Board of Education, which
overturned the “separate but equal” view in the American education system. However,
other scholars found that the origins of hate crime laws were rather during the Civil
Rights Movement with the creation of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 which “prohibits
interference with a person’s federally-protected rights in cases of violence or threats of
violence because of a person’s race, colour, religion or national origin (Naidoo, 2016).
This established federally-protected rights “to vote, to public education, to participation
in jury service, to interstate travel and access to public places and services” (Naidoo,
2016). Thus, the 1960s are considered a developmental time for the creation of modernday hate crime statutes, because the laws enacted during this time resulted in the
“development of ‘identity politics’” (Naidoo, 2016). Identity politics show a shift of
thinking at the federal level where there is recognition of a “group’s prior mistreatment
and victimisation” (Naidoo, 2016).
On a federal level, U.S. Congress has passed five federal hate crime statutes since
1968 that has given the “Justice Department authority to investigate, prosecute, and
severely punish acts of violence motivated by bias based on race, religion, national
origin, gender, sexual orientation, gender identity, or disability” (German & Mauleón,
2019, p. 8). The initial hate crime statute was enacted with the Civil Rights Act of 1968,
but also during 1968 Congress made it a crime to “use, or threaten to use, force to
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interfere with housing rights because of the victim’s race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin” through the Criminal Interference with Right to Fair Housing Act, 42 U.S.C. §
3631 (Hate Crime Laws, 2019). Then, in 1988, U.S. Congress added additional
protections on the base of familial status and disability to the Criminal Interference with
Right to Fair Housing Act. Further significant policy was implemented in 1996 through
the adoption of the Church Arson Prevention Act, 18 U.S.C. § 247. According to this
Act, it is “a crime to deface, damage, or destroy religious real property, or interfere with a
person’s religious practice, in situations affecting interstate commerce” and forbids
“defacing, damaging, or destroying religious property because of the race, color, or
ethnicity of persons associated with property” (Hate Crime Laws, 2019). During the
Obama administration, U.S. Congress passed the Matthew Shepard and James Byrd Jr.
Hate Crimes Prevention Act, which expanded the federal definition of a hate crime to
include “gender, disability, gender identity, or sexual orientation” of an individual (Hate
Crime Laws, 2019). Currently, there are 5 federal statutes in place that define what are
considered hate crimes. They are the following: Matthew Shepard and James Byrd, Jr.
Hate Crimes Prevention Act of 2009, 18 U.S.C. § 249; Criminal Interference with Right
to Fair Housing, 42 U.S.C. § 3631; Damage to Religious Property, Church Arson
Prevention Act, 18 U.S.C. § 247; Violent Interference with Federally Protected Rights,
18 U.S.C. § 245; and Conspiracy Against Rights, 18 U.S.C. § 241. These 5 federal
statutes have aided in the evolution of law enforcement against hate crimes since the
Civil Rights Era and portrays a wide range of offenses that could be classified as hate
crimes.
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On the other hand, hate crimes were still not categorized as a specific crime
category at this time on a state level. Instead, civil-society organizations like the AntiDefamation League (ADL) and the Southern Poverty Law Center started compiling
statistical reports on the “number and frequency of crimes motivated by prejudice, bias
and bigotry” (Naidoo, 2016). In 1981, the ADL was concerned over the rise of crimes
motivated by racial and ethnic bias and the lack of attention by the U.S. media and law
enforcement. As such, the ADL drafted a model hate-crime statute that recognized crimes
committed due to racial, religious and/or ethnic biases. After this model statute was
drafted, Oregon and Washington passed similar laws influenced by the ADL’s model
statute. This soon spread throughout the United States where other states drafted hate
crime statutes based off of the ADL’s. However, each state made some changes to the
original model, which has resulted in the “diversity of hate-crime laws in the United
States of America today” (Naidoo, 2016). Currently, “over forty-five American states and
the District of Columbia have enacted hate-crime statutes based on the Anti-Defamation
League’s model statute” (Naidoo, 2016).

Evolution of Hate Crime Databases
Hate crime data before the 1990s was nonexistent due to the lack of reporting and
compiling data revolving when a hate crime was committed. Since 1929, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has utilized the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program
to collect and analyze data on crimes committed. However, there was no intention to
collect on hate crimes throughout the United States, even after the passage of the Civil
Rights Act of 1968. This changed at the beginning of the 1990s with the passage of the
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Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1990 which “requires the Department of Justice annually to
collect statistics for a 5-year period on crimes that manifest prejudice based on race,
religion, homosexuality or heterosexuality, ethnicity, or any other characteristic the
Attorney General considers appropriate” (Brooks, n.d.). This set forth in motion the
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) incorporating the Hate Crime Statistics Program
into the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program. Overall, the UCR Program “consists
of four data collections: The National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS), the
Summary Reporting System (SRS), the Law Enforcement Officers Killed and Assaulted
(LEOKA) Program, and the Hate Crime Statistics Program” (UCR Publications, 2021).
The UCR Program has five main documents that outline the data collection guidelines in
place along with the data submission specifications that ensure reporting from local and
state level law enforcement agencies is accurate and consistent with the program’s
standards (About the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, n.d.). Through these
measures, the FBI analyzes the data given to them by law enforcement agencies
throughout the United States and compiles annual reports that indicate potential trends in
crimes committed throughout a five year span.
There are several problems with the Hate Crime Statistics Program and the UCR
Program that have led to the findings of each program to misrepresent the reality of hate
crimes committed in the United States. According to the Hate Crime Statistics Act of
1990, the FBI relies on “local law enforcement agencies to collect and submit this data,
but can’t compel them to do so” (Schwencke, 2020). Thus, all data collected by the FBI
is given voluntarily by local and state level law enforcement agencies. At the beginning
of the Hate Crime Statistics Program, the FBI released hate crime data received from
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only “2,771 law enforcement agencies in 32 states” (Schwencke, 2020). The year after,
the number of agencies jumped to 6,181 in 41 states and the District of Columbia that
reported hate crime data. By 2016, the FBI reported that “15,254 agencies participated”
(Schwenke, 2020). While this is a significant improvement over time, roughly 88 percent
of the agencies reporting hate crime data reported zero hate crimes were committed
(Schwenke, 2020). While some may consider this as accurate information being given to
the FBI, the reality of the situation is that many hate crimes go unrecorded due to the
variability of state statutes that define what constitutes a hate crime and the lack of
training in law enforcement to properly identify a hate crime.
One issue with law enforcement collecting hate crimes is the lack of police
training on hate crimes. According to a study done by ProPublica, only 12 states “have
laws requiring police to learn how to identify and investigate hate crimes” (Schwencke,
2020). Therefore, 38 states lack the training necessary for law enforcement to be trained
on how to handle hate crimes, which then creates a system where hate crimes can easily
be overlooked if a law enforcement officer does not understand what constitutes a hate
crime. Along with this, there is a lack of communication between police departments and
prosecutors on who is responsible for labeling hate crimes. One ProPublica interview
found that several police departments “thought it was up to prosecutors to decide if an
incident was a hate crime, or that they needed a suspect in custody to categorize an
offense as a hate crime in their reports” (Schwencke, 2020). Therefore, the ability of
police departments to successfully report hate crimes is questionable and shows a
potential weakness in the validity of the data received by the FBI.
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Another issue with the hate crime data compiled is the variability of hate crime
statutes on a state level. Some states possess thorough statutes that cover bias against the
categories stated in federal statutes, while others may only cover bias against racial
groups and exclude any hate crimes committed based on sexual orientation. One example
of this is Alabama. Alabama’s hate crime statutes apply to “acts of bias based arising
from ‘race, color, religion, national origin, ethnicity, or physical or mental disability’”
(Schwencke, 2020). Due to this, Alabama fails to report any hate crimes motivated by
sexual orientation. This is just one example in the broader variability that is evident in
state hate crime statutes throughout the nation.
In order to try to solve underreporting of hate crimes evident in the Uniform
Crime Reporting (UCR) Program and provide a more comprehensive view of hate crime
trends throughout the nation, President Johnson’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice in 1965 recommended the creation of a national crime survey
that could “collect sufficient information to evaluate the extent and nature of the crime
that was occurring” (Rand, 2019, p. 3). In 1972, the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS) was implemented that began data collection to create estimates of “threatened,
attempted, and completed rape, assault, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault,
personal theft, burglary, property theft and motor vehicle theft committed against people
age 12 and older and their households” along with the motivation behind the crimes
committed (Rand, 2019, p. 3). In 1992, the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) redesigned
the survey that included revisions to the screening questions to “better assist respondents
in remembering events they had experienced by adding specific cues and prompts,
targeting some offenses such as violence by intimates and rape, and varying the frames of
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reference (e.g. acts, locales and relationship to offenders)” (Rand, 2019, p. 4). Along with
this, the redesign of the NCVS “added sexual assault other than rape as an offense
measured by the survey” (Rand, 2019, p. 4).
Currently, the BJS NCVS is considered the United States’ primary source of
information on criminal victimization. Each year, the BJS obtains data “from a nationally
representative sample of about 240,000 interviews on criminal victimization, involving
160,000 unique persons in about 95,000 households” (Brotsos et al., n.d.). The data
obtained includes information on “nonfatal personal crimes (i.e., rape or sexual assault,
robbery, aggravated and simple assault, and personal larceny) and household property
crimes (i.e., burglary/trespassing, motor vehicle theft, and other types of theft) both
reported and not reported to the police” (Brotsos et al., n.d.). Respondents also include
information about themselves such as their age, sex, race, sex, and victim-offender
relationship. In total, the NCVS provides a comprehensive view of crime victimization
throughout the United States that the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program fails to
capture due to its inclusion of unreported crimes. Therefore, the NCVS can help mitigate
the factors that prevent the UCR Program from establishing accurate reports and provide
law enforcement a better understanding of crime data in the United States.
Along with the NCVS and the UCR Program, other databases exist that collect
hate crime data that are run by nongovernmental organizations. The intent behind these
programs is to make hate crime data obtained from federal programs easier to
comprehend for the general public.
On the other hand, some nongovernmental organizations do independent research to try
to address the gaps in the UCR Program highlighted above. One example of this is the

28

effort made by ProPublica to interview individuals who suffered from hate crimes, but
failed to receive justice due to the lack of inclusion in a state’s statutes. Therefore,
nongovernmental organizations play two different roles in the effort of collecting hate
crime data: providing an easier understanding of hate crime data collected through the
UCR Program and NCVS or conducting independent research to further highlight the
gaps in current federal hate crime databases.

Obama and Trump Hate Crime Catalysts
The number of hate crimes that occur in the United States is influenced by a large
range of factors. Factors that are influential include “poor or uncertain economic
conditions, racial stereotypes in films and on television, hate-filled discourse on talk
shows or political advertisements, the use of racial code language such as ‘welfare’
mothers and ‘inner city thugs,’ and an individual’s personal experiences with members of
particular minority groups” (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1997, p. 19). If these factors
are evident in society at a given time, the chance of a wave of hate crimes occurring after
a single incident increases dramatically. Both President Obama and Trump experienced a
wave of hate crime incidents during their presidencies due to some of the factors listed
above which can be seen during President Obama’s inauguration and President Trump’s
actions surrounding the Unite the Right rally in 2017.
A wave of hate crimes occurred at the beginning of President Obama’s term that
was initialized by his inauguration as the first Black president of the United States.
According to the Southern Poverty Law Center, “hundreds of incidents of abuse or
intimidation apparently motivated by racial hatred” were reported since the November
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4th election (Bigg, 2008). Also, white supremacist groups like the Ku Klux Klan or
Council of Conservative Citizens witnessed a “flood of interest from possible new
members” after the election of the United States’ first black president (Biggs, 2008). Farright groups further exploited the worsening unemployment numbers and a demographic
shift that had the potential to make white Americans a minority by the mid-21st century
to increase their membership (Biggs, 2008). As a result, hate crimes such as 2nd-degree
murder, cross burnings, and aggravated assault were committed nationally as a response
to the factors listed above that made a climate fostering conditions leading towards a
wave of hate crimes.
During the Trump administration, a similar event occurred that led towards an
additional increase in hate crimes. On August 12, 2017, violence broke out in
Charlottesville, Virginia between “hundreds of white nationalists and their supporters
who gathered for a rally over plans to remove a Confederate statue” and counterprotestors (Katz, n.d.). The clashes between the white nationalists and counter-protesters
broke out in a park that was once named for Confederate General Robert E. Lee, which
then escalated in a “vehicle [driving] into a crowd of counter-protesters marching through
the downtown area before speeding away, resulting in one death and leaving more than a
dozen others injured” (Katz, n.d.). Afterward, President Trump addressed the violence
from New Jersey, stating that this was an “egregious display of hatred, bigotry and
violence on many sides” (Shear & Haberman, 2017). Furthermore, President Trump
“questioned whether the movement to pull down Confederate statues would lead to the
desecration of memorials to George Washington” (Shear & Haberman, 2017). Far-right
leaders such as Mr. Duke, a former Ku Klux Klan leader, came to the aid of President

30

Trump after his televised remarks, praising President Trump’s comments “as a
condemnation of ‘leftist terrorists’” (Shear & Haberman, 2017). As a result, President
Trump created a climate throughout the United States that gave validity to the fears of
far-right groups, which only furthered their motivation to commit hate crimes against
minorities they perceived as a threat. Thus, it is important to view events such as
President Obama’s inauguration and President Trump’s response after the Unite the Right
rally in Charlottesville as potential catalysts towards any potential waves of hate crimes
seen around these points in time.
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Chapter III
Methodology

Overview
This next chapter consists of a compilation of descriptive statistics conducted by
the Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program, the National Crime Victimization Survey,
the, and Statista. The purpose of using four databases is to ensure there is a broad range
of data that provides a higher level of accuracy when trying to determine potential trends
within hate crime data between the Obama and Trump administrations. The findings will
compare the first term of President Obama’s administration and President Trump’s
administration between the years 2009-2012 and 2017-2020, respectively. From the data
collected, I will answer the following research questions: a) What trends are evident
during the Obama and Trump administrations regarding hate crimes?

Database Methodologies
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program
The first database that will be used for this study is the UCR Program. According
to the Hate Crime Statistics Program, the FBI has to “[collect] data regarding criminal
offenses that were motivated, in whole or in part, by the offender’s bias against the
victim’s race/ethnicity/ancestry, gender, gender identity, religion, disability, or sexual
orientation, and were committed against persons, property, or society” (Federal Bureau of
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Investigation, 2021, p. 1). However, bias alone does not mean that a crime should be
considered a hate crime, so law enforcement investigators have to take this into account
when determining whether or not it should be categorized as a hate crime. The UCR
Program’s data takes into account the incident types, offense types, offenders,
race/ethnicity. Incident types are divided between single-bias, “an incident in which one
or more offense types are motivated by the same bias,” and multiple-bias, “an incident in
which one or more offense types are motivated by two or more biases” (Federal Bureau
of Investigation, 2021, p. 3). The Hate Crime Statistics Program includes 13 offense
types when giving details about the offenders’ bias motivations: “murder and
nonnegligent manslaughter, rape, aggravated assault, simple assault, intimidation, human
trafficking—commercial sex acts, and human trafficking—involuntary servitude (crimes
against persons); and robbery, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson, and
destruction/damage/vandalism (crimes against property)” (Federal Bureau of
Investigation, 2021, pp. 3-4). Victims within this program include “an individual, a
business/financial institution, a government entity, a religious organization, or
society/public as a whole” (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2021, p. 4). Additionally,
law enforcement has to indicate the number of individual victims and whether or not they
were over or below 18 years of age. The data collected by law enforcement agents also
has to specify the number of offenders and the race and ethnicity of the offender or
offenders. Furthermore, the Hate Crime Statistics Program has five designated racial
groups: “White, Black or African American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian,
and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander” (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2021,
p. 5). Finally, the data collected by participating law enforcement agencies is then sent to
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the FBI UCR Programs either monthly or quarterly “electronically in a NIBRS
submission, the hate crime record layout, or a Microsoft Excel Workbook Tool” (Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 2021, p. 5).

The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
The second database used within this study derives from the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS). The NCVS is a self-reported survey carried out annually
by the U.S. Census Bureau to gain a better understanding of crimes that go unreported
throughout the United States. Annual NCVS estimates are based on “the number and
characteristics of crimes that respondents experienced during the prior 6 months” (Kena
& Thompson, 2021, p. 12). The NCVS is administered to individuals aged 12 or older
that is a nationally representative sample of U.S. households. Survey respondents provide
“information about themselves, including age, sex, race, ethnicity, marital status,
education level, and income and whether they experienced a victimization” (Kena &
Thompson, 2021, p. 12). Within each incident, the respondent includes information about
“the offender (including age, sex, race, ethnicity, and victim-offender relationship),
characteristics of the crime (including time and place of occurrence, use of weapons,
nature of injury, and economic consequences), whether the crime was reported to police,
reasons the crime was or was not reported, and experiences with the criminal justice
system” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, p. 12). Respondents are randomly chosen to be a part
of the sample and remain in the sample for 3 ½ years where they are interviewed every 6
months. The first interview is usually conducted in person with interviews after being
conducted either in person or by phone. The NCVS includes individuals “living in group
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quarters, such as dormitories, rooming houses, and religious group dwellings, and
excludes persons living on military bases or in institutional settings such as correctional
or hospital facilities” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, p. 12). The data collected from the
NCVS allows the Bureau of Justice Statistics to establish victimization and incident rates.
Victimization numbers “show the total number of times that people or households are
victimized by crime,” while incident numbers “[are] the number of specific criminal acts
involving one or more victims” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, pp. 12-13). In order for a
victim to classify an incident as a hate crime within the NCVS, one of three types of
evidence must have occurred: “(1) The offender(s) used hate language, (2) the offender(s)
left hate signs or symbols at the scene, or (3) police investigators confirmed that it was a
hate crime” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, p. 15). Overall, the NCVS provides a nationally
representative sample of crime that has occurred against individuals that may have been
motivated by bias. The latest data analyzed and published by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics from the NCVS is 2019.

Statista
The final source used for this study is a report conducted by Statista. The data
collected and analyzed by Statista is sourced from the Southern Poverty Law Center
(SPLC). The Statista report has one graph that holds data from both the Obama and
Trump administrations: “Number of hate groups in the United States, 1999-2020.” Along
with the hate crime data from the previous databases, a graph that shows the total number
of hate groups in the United States during both administrations will add further detail to
the study.
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Descriptive statistics
To examine hate crime statistics, I utilized the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting
(UCR) Program, the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), the ADL Hate Crime
Interactive Map, and Statista. The use of the UCR Program is to compile data on hate
crimes reported to law enforcement agencies throughout the United States. This data
represents hate crimes committed between the years 2009-2012 and 2017-2020 during
the Obama and Trump administrations respectively. The utilization of the NCVS is to
include additional data on hate victimizations that went unreported to law enforcement
and provide a more accurate understanding of hate crimes committed. This data
represents hate crime victimizations between the years 2009-2012 and 2017-2020. The
inclusion of Statista is for supplementary data to provide additional context for the
numbers reported. The data represents reports issued during the targeted years. The
Statista dossier utilized for this study holds a collection of graphs and statistics regarding
hate crimes reported during the year 2020 and total number of hate groups between the
years 1999-2020. This data represents 1999-2020. Below is a description of the variables.
● Reported hate crime incidents: Total number of reported hate crime incidents for
2009-2012 and 2017-2020. Reported hate crimes divided to specify the incidents,
offenses, victims, and known offenders along with motivation by race, religion,
sexual orientation, ethnicity/national origin, and disability.
● Hate crime victimizations: self-reported hate crime victimizations from the
National Crime Victimization Survey for 2009-2012 and 2017-2020.
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● Total hate groups in the US: groups that attack and malign a class of people
through methods like criminal acts, rallies, speeches, etc. for 2009-2012 and
2017-2020.
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Chapter IV
Findings

UCR Database Findings
Drawing from the data within the FBI’s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR)
database, two tables were established to compare the total number of reported hate crime
incidents during the Obama and Trump administrations. Each table shows the total
number of hate crime incidents committed each year, but then further breaks the data
down into the bias motivation. During the Obama administration, there was a small
increase of reported hate crime incidents between 2009 and 2010 by 24. However, the
total number of incidents decreased by 808, or approximately 12%, between 2009 and
2012. This general trend can be seen in each bias motivation category with the exception
of the sexual orientation and disability categories. Hate crime incidents motivated by a
victim’s sexual orientation saw a small increase from 2009 to 2011 and then saw a sharp
decrease by a drop of 158 cases.
The trend of reported hate crime incidents that occurred during the Trump
administration (2017-2020) differed from the data collected during the Obama
administration. While there is a decrease of 55 incidents from 7,175 to 7,120, the general
trend of reported hate crimes sharply increases from 7,175 incidents in 2017 to 8,263
incidents in 2020, an approximately 15% increase throughout Trump’s term. The two
notable bias motivation categories that exhibit a sharp increase from 2017 to 2020 are
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race and ethnicity/national origin. Notably, the number of hate crime incidents motivated
by race went from 4,131 to 5,227.
An additional note to point out regarding the hate crime incident data during the
Obama and Trump administrations is that there are roughly 500 more incidents reported
during the first two years of President Trump’s term compared to President Obama’s
term. There is a notable change though in each former president’s last year in office.
During the fourth year in office, there is a gap of 2,467 cases between President Trump’s
8,263 and President Obama’s 5,796 reported incidents. With this in mind, there is a largescale difference in the general trend and total number of hate crime incidents reported
during each term. The two data tables and chart below visualize the data collected by the
UCR Database and depict the trends seen during 2009-2012 and 2017-2020.

Table 2: Incidents by Bias Motivation during the Obama
administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

6,604

6,628

6,222

5,796

Single-Bias Incidents

6,598

6,624

6,216

5,790

Race:

3,199

3,135

2,917

2,797

Religion:

1,303

1,322

1,233

1,099

Sexual Orientation:

1,223

1,277

1,293

1,135

777

847

720

667

96

43

53

92

6

4

6

6

Ethnicity/National Origin:
Disability:
Multiple-Bias Incidents3
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Table 3: Incidents by Bias Motivation during the Trump
administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

7,175

7,120

7,314

8,263

Single-Bias Incidents

7,106

7,036

7,103

8,052

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

4,131

4,047

3,963

5,227

Religion

1,564

1,419

1,521

1,244

Sexual Orientation

1,130

1,196

1,195

1,110

116

159

157

130

46

47

69

75

119

168

198

266

69

84

211

211

Disability
Gender
Gender Identity
Multiple-Bias Incidents3
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The data collected from the UCR also included the total number of offenses
committed during 2009-2012 and 2017-2020 according to their bias motivation. An
offense differs from an incident due to the ability of multiple offenses being able to be
committed during a crime. According to the UCR Program, an “‘incident’ is defined as
one or more offenses committed by the same offender, or group of offenders acting in
concert, at the same time and place” (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2016). With this in
mind, the trends described in the above tables of reported hate crime incidents during
2009-2012 and 2017-2020 are similar to the trends of the tables below describing the
number of reported hate crime offenses. During President Obama’s term, there was a
decrease from 7,789 offenses in 2009 to 6,718 in 2012, or a roughly 14% decrease.
Additionally, each bias category follows a similar pattern to the decrease seen between
2009-2012.
During the Trump administration, there is a steady increase in reported hate crime
offenses from 2017-2019, but then sharply increases from 8,559 offenses in 2019 to
11,129 in 2020. To account for this increase in total number of hate crime offenses, three
bias categories exhibited large increases in reported offenses: race (4,784 to 6,677/40%
increase), sexual orientation (1,395 to 2,185/57% increase), and gender identity (224 to
294/31% increase).
Overall, the number of hate crime offenses during the Obama and Trump
administrations see similar trends witnessed in the first tables. During 2009-2012, hate
crime offenses reported slowly decreased over President Obama’s four years in office.
On the other hand, between 2017 to 2020, there is a steady increase and then a large
surge in reported offenses in 2020.
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Table 4: Offenses by Bias Motivation during the Obama
administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

7,789

7,699

7,254

6,718

Single-Bias Incidents

7,775

7,690

7,240

6,705

Race:

3,816

3,725

3,465

3,297

Religion:

1,376

1,409

1,318

1,166

Sexual Orientation:

1,436

1,470

1,508

1,318

Ethnicity/National Origin:

1,050

1,040

891

822

Disability:

97

46

58

102

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

14

9

14

13

Table 5: Offenses by Bias Motivation during the Trump
administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

8,437

8,496

8,559

11,129

Single-Bias Incidents

8,126

8,327

8,302

10,790

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

4,832

4,954

4,784

6,677

Religion

1,679

1,550

1,650

1,402

Sexual Orientation

1,303

1,404

1,395

2,185

128

177

169

151

53

58

80

81

Gender Identity

131

184

224

294

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

311

169

257

339

Disability
Gender
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Along with the number of hate crime incidents and offenses, I included data
regarding the total number of victims impacted by hate crimes to assess if these three
factors all exhibit similar trends or if there is any potential anomaly within the data. First,
assessing victims of hate crimes during the Obama administration, there seems to be a
similar trend seen in incidents and offenses where there is a consistent decrease in the
number of victims from 2009 to 2012 (8,336 to 7,164/14% decrease). A decrease in
victims is also seen in every bias motivation category except sexual orientation and
disability. The number of victims under the sexual orientation category increased
consistently from 1,482 in 2009 to 1,572 in 2011. However, between 2011 and 2012, the
number decreased from 1,572 victims to 1,376. The number of victims under the
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disability category decreased from 2009 to 2010 (99 to 48), but increased steadily from
2010 to 2012 (48 victims to 102 victims.
The number of victims during the Trump administration remained relatively the
same between 2017-2019, but surged in 2020 from 8,812 victims in 2019 to 11,472
victims in 2020 (roughly 30% increase). This large increase can best be explained from
the surge in victims under the race and sexual orientation categories. The number of
victims targeted due to their race increased from 4,930 in 2019 to 6,880 in 2020, a 40%
increase. Additionally, the number of victims targeted due to their sexual orientation
increased by 56% from 1,429 victims in 2019 to 2,229 in 2020.
Overall, the trends noted under the data collected for victims is similar to the
previous data regarding incidents and offenses. The total number of victims reported
during the Trump administration remained higher than during the Obama administration,
while also exhibiting an increase over his four years in office. Additionally, the total
number of victims reported during the Obama administration decreased over his four
years in office, similar to the previous tables.

Table 6: Victims by Bias Motivation during the Obama
administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

8,336

8,208

7,713

7,164

Single-Bias Incidents

8,322

8,199

7,697

7,151

Race:

4,057

3,949

3,645

3,467

Religion:

1,575

1,552

1,480

1,340

Sexual Orientation:

1,482

1,528

1,572

1,376

Ethnicity/National Origin:

1,109

1,122

939

866

99

48

61

102

Disability:
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Multiple-Bias Incidents3

14

9

16

13

Table 7: Victims by Bias Motivation during the Trump
administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

8,828

8,819

8,812

11,472

Single-Bias Incidents

8,493

8,646

8,552

11,126

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

5,060

5,155

4,930

6,880

Religion

1,749

1,617

1,715

1,481

Sexual Orientation

1,338

1,445

1,429

2,229

160

179

170

152

54

61

81

82

Gender Identity

132

189

227

302

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

335

173

260

346

Disability
Gender
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In addition to the data I have collected regarding the total number of hate crime
incidents, offenses, and victims, I have also included the total number of participating
agencies to gauge the level of involvement from law enforcement in hate crime data
collection during the Obama and Trump administrations. During the Obama
administration, there was an overall decrease in the number of participating agencies
from 14,422 in 2009 to 13,022 in 2022, an approximately 10% decrease. There is not a
consistent increase during his term though. From 2009 to 2010, there is an increase of
555 participating agencies, but afterwards decreases for the remainder of the time period.
During the Trump administration, there is also a consistent decrease of
participating agencies from 16,149 participating agencies in 2017 to 15,138 in 2020, a
decrease of 1,011 agencies. This decrease in the number of agencies reporting data to the
UCR database is largely seen under the Group VI (Cities under 10,000), metropolitan
counties, and nonmetropolitan counties. On the other hand, the other categories exhibited
steady increases during the time period to include more agencies such as Groups I, II, III,
and IV.
Overall, the overall number of participating agencies was much larger during the
Trump administration than the Obama administration with the minimum difference being
1,013 participating agencies during the third year in office. Additionally, the Trump
administration had the inclusion of federal agencies within its data, unlike the Obama
administration. However, this inclusion is likely not significant due to the small number
of federal agencies included within the dataset. Furthermore, both administrations dealt
with a general decrease in the number of participating agencies throughout a four-year
period.
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Table 8: Participating Agencies during the Obama administration
(2009-2012)
Population Group

2009

2010

2011

2012

14,422

14,977

14,575

13,022

71

71

73

57

Group II (Cities 100,000 249,999)

189

192

195

176

Group III (Cities 50,000 99,999)

453

456

453

400

Group IV (Cities 25,000 49,999)

782

806

821

715

Group V (Cities 10,000 24,999)

1,675

1,737

1,726

1,465

Group VI (Cities under
10,000)

7,453

7,768

7,493

6,744

Metropolitan Counties

1,526

1,581

1,556

1,551

Nonmetropolitan Counties

2,273

2,366

2,258

1,914

Total
Group I (Cities 250,000
and over)

Table 9: Participating Agencies during the Trump administration
(2017-2020)
Population Group

2017

2018

2019

2020

16,149

16,039

15,588

15,138

82

86

88

89

Group II (Cities 100,000 249,999)

218

219

220

226

Group III (Cities 50,000 99,999)

482

491

481

487

Group IV (Cities 25,000 49,999)

868

872

872

882

Group V (Cities 10,000 24,999)

1,786

1,771

1,774

1,787

Group VI (Cities under
10,000)

8,290

8,187

7,875

7,786

Metropolitan Counties

1,959

2,002

1,924

1,654

Total
Group I (Cities 250,000 and
over)
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Nonmetropolitan Counties

2,464

Federal

2,371

2,304

2,146

40

50

81

NCVS Findings
The sets of data listed below are derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). Hate crime victimizations are defined within the
NCVS as crimes that “victims perceive as motivated by the offender’s bias against their
race, ethnic background, or national origin; gender; association with people who have
certain characteristics or religious beliefs; sexual orientation; disability; religion; and
perceived characteristics or religious beliefs” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, p. 2). Looking at
the data below holistically, reported hate crime victimizations make up between 1% to
1.6% of total crime victimizations during 2009-2012 and 2017-2019 (Kena & Thompson,
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2021, p. 3). Additionally, a majority of hate crime victimizations reported during these
time periods fall under the violent category such as simple assault, aggravated assault,
robbery, or rape/sexual assault. Nonviolent victimizations make up a minority and are
characterized as property crimes such as burglary/trespassing or other theft.3 The final
point regarding the data as a whole is that a majority of these hate crime victimizations
are not reported to police, notably only about “44% (107,850) of the overall count of hate
crime victimizations during 2010-19 were reported to police” (Kena & Thompson, 2021,
p. 2).
Looking specifically at data surveyed during the Obama administration, the
number of victimizations remains relatively stable with the exception of 2011. There is
no notable increase nor decrease in the number of self-reported victimizations during the
four-year span. However, there is a decrease of 55,090 reported victimizations between
2010-11 that can be attributed to a large decrease under violent victimizations.
Meanwhile, there was an increase of 4,840 reported nonviolent victimizations between
2010-11. Other than this, there are no other notable trends or fluctuations of hate crime
victimizations during the Obama administration.
With the data collected during the Trump administration (2017-2020), there is a
consistent increase of hate crime victimizations between 2017 and 2019. Data could not
be utilized for the year 2020 due to the most recent report by the U.S. Census Bureau
including numbers up to 2019. Beginning at 215,150 total hate crime victimizations in
2017, victimizations drastically increased to 305,390 total cases in 2019. However, it is
important to note that the total number of hate crime victimizations during 2017 is the

3

Other theft is defined as “unlawful taking or attempted unlawful taking of property or cash without
personal contact with the victim” (Kena & Thompson, 2021, p. 4).
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lowest data point in the two time periods. Additionally, 305,390 is only 11,600 more than
the highest total of victimizations during the Obama administration (293,790). Therefore,
it is hard to take this drastic increase in the total number of victimizations during the
Trump administration as a trend.

Table 10: Hate crime victimizations, by type of crime, 2009-2012
Years

Total

Violent

Nonviolent

2009

284,620

267,170

17,450

2010

273,100

255,810

17,290

2011

218,010

195,880

22,130

2012

293,790

263,540

30,250

Table 11: Hate crime victimizations, by type of crime, 2017-2020
Years

Total

Violent

Nonviolent

2017

215,150

194,890

20,260

2018

260,910

241,740

19,160

2019

305,390

268,910

32,540

2020 n/a

n/a
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n/a

Statista
The data provided in the line graph below represents the total number of hate
groups in the United States during the Obama and Trump administrations. During the
first three years in the Obama administration, there is a steady increase in the total
number of hate groups in the U.S. from 932 in 2009 hate groups to 1007 in 2011.
However, the number of hate groups decreased from 1007 to 939 between 2011 and
2012, respectively. Meanwhile, the number of hate groups during the Trump
administration has an inverse pattern compared to the Obama administration. There is an
increase from 954 to 1020 hate groups between 2017-2018, but a consistent decrease
from 2018 (1020 groups) to 2020 (838 groups). Overall, there is not a clear enough
pattern exhibited in the data below to show any correlation with the data regarding hate
crime victimizations and reported hate crimes during the Obama and Trump
administrations.
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Chapter V
Discussion & Conclusion

Discussion
Overall, the data provided in the previous chapter highlights an increase in the
total number of reported hate crimes and victimizations during the Trump administration
compared to the first four years of the Obama administration. Several factors contributed
to this overall trend with both the actions of President Obama and President Trump.
During President Obama’s first term, there was an initial surge in hate crimes after his
victory in the November 4th election with “hundreds of incidents of abuse or intimidation
apparently motivated by racial hatred” (Bigg 2008). However, hate crimes steadily
declined throughout his first term as president. Throughout 2009 to 2012, President
Obama made active steps to mitigate the number of hate crimes in the United States
through passing the Matthew Shepard and James Byrd Jr. Hate Crimes Prevention Act of
2009 which allowed the Justice Department more power in prosecuting hate crimes (Hate
Crime Laws, 2019). This law allowed the Justice Department to “probe more allegations
of hate crimes and to assist state and local prosecutors with investigations of theirs” (Lee,
2009). Additionally, Attorney General Eric Holder at the time stated that the passage of
this bill was incredibly beneficial and would “significantly [improve] the quality of life
for people with disabilities, for women and for gay and lesbian Americans” (Lee, 2009).
Thus, by taking an active approach to address discrepancies in the law, President Obama
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took meaningful steps in addressing hate throughout the United States and progress can
be seen with the steady decline in the number of hate crimes between 2009-2012.
On the other hand, President Trump’s time in office is characterized with a steady
increase in the total number of hate crimes and victimizations along with a steady decline
in the total number of hate groups throughout the United States. According to a study
conducted by United States Commission on Civil Rights, white supremacists and farright extremists “accounted for 59 percent of all reported hate and extremist-related
fatalities in 2017, a 20 percent increase from the previous year” (Culliton-González et al.,
2019, p. 220). Along with this, data collected by the FBI shows that “since Trump’s
election there has been an anomalous spike in hate crimes concentrated in counties where
Trump won by larger margins,” which has been the “second-largest uptick in hate crimes
in the 25 years for which data are available, second only to the spike after September 11,
2001” (Gelfand & Williamson, 2020). Instead of taking a strong anti-hate crime approach
to try to counter the surges seen at the beginning of his administration, President Trump
enacted several policies and appointed several members within his administration that
promoted discrimination against minorities in the United States. The first example was
President Trump signing an executive order that “indefinitely [suspended] the entry of
Syrian refugees and temporarily [barred] citizens from seven Muslim-majority countries Iraq, Iran, Libya, Somalia, Sudan, Syria and Yemen - from entering the United States”
(Southern Poverty Law Center, 2017). However, this executive order was quickly struck
down as unconstitutional by the courts. Additionally, President Trump rescinded
President Obama’s Fair Pay and Safe Workplaces order which “[required] federal
contractors to demonstrate compliance with federal law prohibiting discrimination
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against LGBT people” (Southern Poverty Law Center, 2017). Another example can be
seen by the actions of President Trump’s Attorney General, Jeff Sessions. During his
time as Attorney General, Sessions took actions to abandon the Justice Department’s
“work to reign in discriminatory policing practices,” review “Obamaera consent decrees
intended to remedy systemic constitutional violations by police departments,” and
dropped the Justice Department’s legal claim “that Texas enacted its voter ID law with
discriminatory intent” (Southern Poverty Law Center, 2017). Along with this, Sessions
and President Trump’s Education Secretary Betsy DeVos rescinded federal guidelines
aimed to protect transgender students from discrimination. Thus, President Trump took
an active role in reducing the freedoms and protections of minorities throughout the
United States, which only emboldened anti-minority sentiments and exacerbated societal
tension.
An additional point of interest within the study is that despite the steady increase
in the total number of hate crimes during the Trump administration, there was a decrease
in the number of hate groups in the United States between 2017-2020. The decline in hate
groups could be explained by the steady decline of the Ku Klux Klan over the past few
years and the change in tactics by COVID-19 pandemic. In the past, the Southern Poverty
Law Center found “more than 150 active Klan groups,” which has dwindled down to 25
groups in 2020 (Wamsley, 2021). Additionally, the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
resulted in nationwide lockdowns, which limited some groups from gathering in-person.
However, there has not been a decline in far-right ideology with some “new far-right hate
groups like the Proud Boys [forming]” (Wamsley, 2021). These newer hate groups have
benefited from the use of social media where “people aren’t necessarily becoming official
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members of groups, but instead are connecting online with others who share their views”
(Wamsley, 2021). As such, extremists can now join Facebook groups or other social
media outlets and “feel like they are participating in a movement - in the same manner
that more formal affiliations offered in the past” (Wamsley, 2021). Therefore, it is
important to note the rise of social media as a form of information dissemination which
has aided in the steady increase in the total number of hate crimes even though hate
groups steadily declined during the duration of the Trump administration.

Research limitations
Throughout my experience researching and collecting data, I have faced several
obstacles and been shown the inconsistencies in the United States’ ability to successfully
collect accurate data on hate crimes committed, both on a state-level and national-level.
On a state level, there is a large-scale variance of hate crime statutes among states, which
inhibits law enforcement reporting of hate crimes throughout the nation. While several
states such as California have hate crime statutes that are fully inclusive, a large majority
only cover a couple of hate crime categories or fail to even possess laws defining hate
crimes. Additionally, funding for law enforcement to have special hate crime units or for
educational classes to understand how to properly report hate crimes varies widely
amongst states. Consequently, there is a large-scale national disconnect regarding hate
crime reports, which has left the data reported to be incomplete, not showing the full
extent of hate crimes occurring throughout our nation. On a federal level, there is the
issue that the UCR program is not required for law enforcement agencies to send in any
data collected, resulting in an incomplete list of agencies that may have hate crime data
but will not report it. The final obstacle I noticed when researching this topic was a point
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made in the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ report about the data collected through the
NCVS. Within this report, the authors mention that a majority of hate crimes
victimizations failed to be reported to law enforcement officers during both the Obama
and Trump administrations. This highlights an additional inconsistency within the UCR
program, which the NCVS tries to correct through self-reporting surveys for U.S.
citizens. Overall, there are a number of flaws and gaps within the data collected that
inhibit the data published under the UCR program and NCVS survey to portray an
accurate representation of hate incidents throughout the U.S.
Hate crime and victimization data during President Obama’s first term was used
for this study rather than his second term because of the pattern of president’s actions
during their first term in office. When a president first enters office, there policy strategy
is more typically more focused on key campaign promises in order to try to gain support
during their re-election bid. It is important to note that President Trump and President
Obama would both be primarily focused on key campaign promises during this time and
follow this pattern. Therefore, it would be harder to compare the second term of President
Obama with President Trump’s first term due to a president’s approach being different
amongst their first and second terms in office.
The second point worth mentioning is that the data derived from the Uniform
Crime Reporting (UCR) Program and National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) are
not definitive and fail to provide completely accurate reporting on the number of reported
hate crimes and victimizations during these time periods. Specifically, with the UCR
program, there are multiple opportunities for data to fail to be collected or shared
between law enforcement agencies and the FBI which inhibits an accurate data
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collection. Furthermore, the substantial difference between the number of victimizations
from the NCVS and number of reported hate crimes from the UCR program highlight the
lack of accurate reporting from the UCR program and how the data drastically
underestimates the number of committed hate crimes in the US. Therefore, the UCR data
is more beneficial when it is understood to be a relative gauge for the increases and
decreases of the number of hate crimes that occurred during 2009-2012 and 2017-2020.

Policy Recommendations
To address the gaps of data collection in the UCR program, I recommend that
policy be passed to modify the current UCR program to ensure federal, state, and local
law enforcement agencies are properly reporting hate crimes. The federal government
should require state and local law enforcement agencies to report their data to the FBI
along with publishing data quarterly, complete data auditing, and work with affinity
groups to report hate crimes to the federal government as conditions for federal funding
(Culliton-González et al., 2019, p. 226). By enacting these measures, local and state law
enforcement would be held accountable for sending hate crime data to the FBI to ensure
the UCR program is obtaining more accurate data.
To fix the wide variability in state hate crime statutes, hate crime statutes should
be clearly defined and align more with the full scope of protections defined under the
federal hate crime statutes. Currently, 46 states have some form of hate crime statute but
Arkansas, Georgia, South Carolina, and Wyoming fail to have any. Additionally, 18
states fail to have any specific law that extends protection to individuals with disabilities
(Culliton-González et al., 2019, p. 226). Through pursuing universalization of state hate
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crime statutes, hate crimes have a higher chance of being reported which would further
accuracy of the UCR data collected.
In order to address and mitigate the danger of hate groups and the spread of
extremist ideology, the Federal Bureau of Investigation and Department of Homeland
Security should establish task forces (Culliton-González et al., 2019, p. 226). With the
spread of extremist ideology on online platforms, there is becoming an increased need for
some form of oversight to hinder this spread that could promote domestic terrorism. By
establishing these task forces, the government would not have to rely solely on social
media outlets to censor content. Also, these task forces could do more than monitor social
media activity and maintain watch over other activities by these hate groups to ensure
they are not planning some form of domestic terrorism.
My final recommendation is that law enforcement agencies should implement
practices to develop stronger community bonds to encourage citizens reporting hate
crimes. As noted in the NCVS study, a vast majority of hate incidents are not
communicated to law enforcement. Two practices that would be especially beneficial in
building community trust is through the establishment of a best practices checklist that
“help law enforcement prioritize partnerships with community groups representing the
full spectrum of stakeholders” or generating a “see something, say something” messaging
campaign that partners with community advocates to “[promote] the use of tip lines by
community members and potential victims” (U.S. Department of Justice Hate Crimes
Enforcement and Prevention Initiative, 2020, p. 34). Furthermore, on a national level, the
Department of Justice should provide the necessary grants, training materials, and
resources “for police departments to receive cultural competency and sensitivity training
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related to hate crimes and incidents” (Culliton-González et al, 2019, p. 226). Through
these measures, the trust between law enforcement officers and local communities
throughout the nation would strengthen and would allow better reporting of hate incidents
and allow law enforcement to better handle these situations.
Overall, these policy recommendations cover multiple aspects of the issue of
underreporting of hate crimes throughout the United States. Through addressing
communal trust building, mandatory data reporting, universalization of state hate crime
statutes, and establishing task forces within the FBI and DHS, there would be a much
stronger approach on eliminating the number of committed hate crimes. While it is not
feasible to expect all of these actions to be done simultaneously, undergoing even one of
these actions would be a positive step in the right direction in reducing the dangers
associated with this issue.

Conclusion
This study highlights the differences in approaches by President Obama and
President Trump and how they can indirectly impact the trends in reported hate crimes
during their terms. With the decline in hate crimes during the Obama administration,
President Obama took active measures to bring further awareness of hate crimes
throughout the U.S. and took a harder federal approach towards prosecuting these crimes.
Yet, the steady increase in the total number of hate crimes committed during the Trump
administration is a noteworthy warning of how a president and his administration can
heighten the level of hate incidents occurring throughout the nation through rescinding
protections for minorities and openly alienating certain ethnic groups within the U.S.
Through rhetoric and policy, President Trump emboldened far-right extremists and many
60

American citizens to express anti-minority sentiments seen by the trends in reported hate
crimes and victimizations during his term. Rather than hate crimes being committed
through formal hate groups as done in the past, America is slowly moving towards a
reality where individuals commit hate crimes based off of the hate ideology spread to
them through following hate groups on a social media platform. Therefore, the U.S.
needs to take active steps to hinder the spread of extremist ideology or face the
consequences of a new class of hate incidents committed by individuals influenced by a
Facebook post or an Instagram Live video.
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Appendix

Complete Tables of UCR and NCVS Data

Table 12: Complete Table of Incidents by Bias Motivation during the
Obama administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

6,604

6,628

6,222

5,796

Single-Bias Incidents

6,598

6,624

6,216

5,790

Race:

3,199

3,135

2,917

2,797

Anti-White

545

575

504

657

Anti-Black

2,284

2,201

2,076

1,805

65

44

61

101

Anti-Asian/Pacific Islander

126

150

138

121

Anti-Multiple Races,
Group

179

165

138

113

1,303

1,322

1,233

1,099

931

887

771

674

Anti-Catholic

51

58

67

70

Anti-Protestant

38

41

44

33

Anti-Islamic

107

160

157

130

Anti-Other Religion

109

123

130

92

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

57

48

60

88

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.

10

5

4

12

1,223

1,277

1,293

1,135

Anti-American
Indian/Alaskan Native

Religion:
Anti-Jewish

Sexual Orientation:

Anti-Male Homosexual

682

739

760

605

Anti-Female Homosexual

185

144

137

146

Anti-Homosexual

312

347

359

321

Anti-Heterosexual

21

21

16

24

Anti-Bisexual

23

26

21

39

Ethnicity/National
Origin:

777

847

720

667

Anti-Hispanic

483

534

405

384

Anti-Other
Ethnicity/National Origin

294

313

315

283

Disability:

96

43

53

92

Anti-Physical

25

19

19

18

Anti-Mental

71

24

34

74

6

4

6

6

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

Table 13: Complete Table of Incidents by Bias Motivation during the
Trump administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

7,175

7,120

7,314

8,263

Single-Bias Incidents

7,106

7,036

7,103

8,052

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

4,131

4,047

3,963

5,227

741

762

666

869

2,013

1,943

1,930

Anti-American Indian or
Alaska Native

251

194

119

Anti-Asian

131

148

158

16

20

21

180

137

134

102

82

95

Anti-White
Anti-Black or African
American

Anti-Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

2,871
96

15

Anti-Multiple Races, Group
Anti-Arab

279

211

67

71

Anti-Hispanic or Latino

427

485

527

Anti-Other
Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

270

276

313

1,564

1,419

1,521

1,244

938

835

953

683

Anti-Catholic

73

53

64

73

Anti-Protestant

40

34

24

30

273

188

176

110

76

91

88

76

Religion
Anti-Jewish

Anti-Islamic (Muslim)
Anti-Other Religion

517
298

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

47

46

37

Anti-Mormon

15

9

12

7

7

9

7

9

Anti-Jehovah's Witness

40

Anti-Eastern Orthodox
(Russian, Greek, Other)

23

31

44

Anti-Other Christian

27

35

49

50

8

10

5

15

Anti-Hindu

11

12

7

11

Anti-Sikh

20

60

49

89

6

6

6

1,130

1,196

1,195

1,110

Anti-Gay (Male)

679

726

746

673

Anti-Lesbian

126

129

115

103

Anti-Buddist

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.
Sexual Orientation

Anti-Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
or Transgender (Mixed
Group)

43

8

306
268

303

291

Anti-Heterosexual

32

17

17

11

Anti-Bisexual

25

21

26

17

116

159

157

130

Anti-Physical

32

60

49

53

Anti-Mental

84

99

108

77

Gender

46

47

69

75

Anti-Male

22

22

17

25

Disability

68

Anti-Female

24

25

52

50

Gender Identity

119

168

198

266

Anti-Transgender

106

142

151

213

Anti-Gender NonConforming

13

26

47

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

69

84

211

53
211

Table 14: Complete Table of Offenses by Bias Motivation during the
Obama administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

7,789

7,699

7,254

6,718

Single-Bias Incidents

7,775

7,690

7,240

6,705

Race:

3,816

3,725

3,465

3,297

Anti-White

652

679

577

739

Anti-Black

2,724

2,600

2,494

2,180

84

45

67

109

Anti-Asian/Pacific Islander

147

190

165

134

Anti-Multiple Races,
Group

209

211

162

135

1,376

1,409

1,318

1,166

964

922

820

696

Anti-Catholic

55

61

68

79

Anti-Protestant

40

46

49

34

Anti-Islamic

128

186

175

149

Anti-Other Religion

119

134

139

107

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

60

53

63

89

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.

10

7

4

12

1,436

1,470

1,508

1,318

798

851

871

720

Anti-American
Indian/Alaskan Native

Religion:
Anti-Jewish

Sexual Orientation:
Anti-Male Homosexual

69

Anti-Female Homosexual

216

167

168

162

Anti-Homosexual

376

403

429

369

Anti-Heterosexual

21

21

17

26

Anti-Bisexual

25

28

23

41

1,050

1,040

891

822

Anti-Hispanic

654

681

506

488

Anti-Other
Ethnicity/National Origin

396

359

385

334

Disability:

97

46

58

102

Anti-Physical

25

22

23

20

Anti-Mental

72

24

35

82

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

14

9

14

13

Ethnicity/National
Origin:

Table 15: Complete Table of Offenses by Bias Motivation during the
Trump administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

8,437

8,496

8,559

11,129

Single-Bias Incidents

8,126

8,327

8,302

10,790

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

4,832

4,954

4,784

6,677

844

1,001

755

1,048

2,358

2,325

2,314

Anti-American Indian or
Alaska Native

281

204

126

Anti-Asian

152

171

205

17

26

25

Anti-White
Anti-Black or African
American

Anti-Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

3,819
103
330
15

Anti-Multiple Races, Group

270
215

166

171

Anti-Arab

128

100

122

85

Anti-Hispanic or Latino

525

644

676

664

70

Anti-Other
Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

343
312

317

390

1,679

1,550

1,650

1,402

976

896

995

794

Anti-Catholic

75

59

66

77

Anti-Protestant

40

38

24

31

314

225

219

126

Anti-Other Religion

82

96

108

85

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

54

50

42

Anti-Mormon

15

9

14

8

Anti-Jehovah's Witness

13

9

7

10

Anti-Eastern Orthodox
(Russian, Greek, Other)

23

32

47

Anti-Other Christian

31

42

60

56

9

10

5

16

Anti-Hindu

15

14

7

11

Anti-Sikh

24

64

50

93

Religion
Anti-Jewish

Anti-Islamic (Muslim)

Anti-Buddist

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.

44

43

8
8

6

6

1,303

1,404

1,395

2,185

Anti-Gay (Male)

758

839

867

770

Anti-Lesbian

159

171

142

1,021

Sexual Orientation

Anti-Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
or Transgender (Mixed
Group)

363
321

353

342

Anti-Heterosexual

37

20

17

12

Anti-Bisexual

28

21

27

19

128

177

169

151

Anti-Physical

35

67

53

60

Anti-Mental

93

110

116

91

Gender

53

58

80

81

Anti-Male

25

26

18

25

Anti-Female

28

32

62

56

Disability

71

Gender Identity

131

184

224

294

Anti-Transgender

118

157

173

237

Anti-Gender NonConforming

13

27

51

311

169

257

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

57
339

Table 16: Complete Table of Victims by Bias Motivation during the
Obama administration (2009-2012)
Bias Motivation

2009

2010

2011

2012

Total

8,336

8,208

7,713

7,164

Single-Bias Incidents

8,322

8,199

7,697

7,151

Race:

4,057

3,949

3,645

3,467

Anti-White

668

697

593

763

Anti-Black

2,902

2,765

2,619

2,295

87

47

70

115

Anti-Asian/Pacific Islander

149

203

175

143

Anti-Multiple Races,
Group

251

237

188

151

Religion:

1,575

1,552

1,480

1,340

Anti-Jewish

1,132

1,040

936

836

Anti-Catholic

59

65

84

86

Anti-Protestant

42

47

51

35

Anti-Islamic

132

197

185

155

Anti-Other Religion

131

141

155

115

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

68

55

65

101

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.

11

7

4

12

1,482

1,528

1,572

1,376

817

876

891

741

Anti-American
Indian/Alaskan Native

Sexual Orientation:
Anti-Male Homosexual

72

Anti-Female Homosexual

227

181

174

175

Anti-Homosexual

391

420

465

393

Anti-Heterosexual

21

22

19

26

Anti-Bisexual

26

29

23

41

1,109

1,122

939

866

Anti-Hispanic

692

747

534

514

Anti-Other
Ethnicity/National Origin

417

375

405

352

Disability:

99

48

61

102

Anti-Physical

25

24

26

20

Anti-Mental

74

24

35

82

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

14

9

16

13

Ethnicity/National
Origin:

Table 17: Complete Table of Victims by Bias Motivation during the
Trump administration (2017-2020)
Bias Motivation

2017

2018

2019

2020

Total

8,828

8,819

8,812

11,472

Single-Bias Incidents

8,493

8,646

8,552

11,126

Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

5,060

5,155

4,930

6,880

864

1,038

775

1,082

2,458

2,426

2,391

Anti-American Indian or
Alaska Native

321

209

135

Anti-Asian

165

177

215

18

26

26

Anti-White
Anti-Black or African
American

Anti-Native Hawaiian or
Other Pacific Islander

3,915
108
342
18

Anti-Multiple Races, Group

281
229

174

173

Anti-Arab

131

100

126

87

Anti-Hispanic or Latino

552

671

693

693

73

Anti-Other
Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

354
322

334

396

Religion

1,749

1,617

1,715

1,481

Anti-Jewish

1,017

920

1,032

831

Anti-Catholic

76

63

66

80

Anti-Protestant

40

39

24

32

325

236

227

131

Anti-Other Religion

86

109

108

105

Anti-Multiple Religions,
Group

57

52

44

Anti-Mormon

15

11

15

8

Anti-Jehovah's Witness

13

9

7

10

Anti-Eastern Orthodox
(Russian, Greek, Other)

27

33

49

Anti-Other Christian

32

43

65

62

Anti-Buddist

12

11

5

16

Anti-Hindu

15

14

7

11

Anti-Sikh

26

69

60

94

Anti-Islamic (Muslim)

AntiAtheism/Agnosticism/etc.

49

43

9
8

8

6

1,338

1,445

1,429

2,229

Anti-Gay (Male)

774

863

883

791

Anti-Lesbian

164

177

143

1,026

Sexual Orientation

Anti-Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual,
or Transgender (Mixed
Group)

380
333

360

357

Anti-Heterosexual

37

24

19

13

Anti-Bisexual

30

21

27

19

160

179

170

152

Anti-Physical

37

68

53

60

Anti-Mental

123

111

117

92

Gender

54

61

81

82

Anti-Male

26

28

18

25

Anti-Female

28

33

63

57

Disability

74

Gender Identity

132

189

227

302

Anti-Transgender

119

160

175

244

Anti-Gender NonConforming

13

29

52

335

173

260

Multiple-Bias Incidents3

58

75

346

